RESOURCE MANA _MENTAGENCY

county of ventura rows g0

®

DATE: +Jung 25 1398

TO: Lin Koester
Chief Administrative Officer

FROM: Thomas ErE:r|;|-‘"'(l.:ri'."‘l""""'I
Director, Resource Management Agency

SUBJECT: RESPONSE TO 1997-1998 INTERIM GRAND JURY REPORT

The fallowing commeants are in response to the recommeandations girectad 1o the
Environmental Health Division’s (EHD] Food Pratection Program in the Grand
Jury's Interim Report dated April 8, 1998,

rand Jur lon: Thar EAFD srudy and develop a prograim for {
rating/grading refad food establishments.

RMA Response: We agreag, The recommendation 1o study the issue has already
been implemented. On April 14, 1938, the results of the study were presented to
the Board of Supervisors (Attachmeant £1), Tha Board reaffirmed the EHD Program
as adopted on January @, 1998 (Attachmant #2). The Board agreed wath staff
that a grading program was nat warranted at this time for the reasons discussed in
tha Board letter.

Grand Jury Recommendation: That EAD, because of some language and cuitural i

differences, issue appropriate printed deparimental procedures fo each retall food
asrabifshment owner.

RMA Response: Wea agrea. The recommendation has not yat been fully
implementad. On January 6, 1998, the Board approved a “training specialist”™
position that will develop training classes for all food handlers. That position was
fillad on May 18, 1988, Training materials and handouts will be prepared in all
languages used by training participants. Also, it should be noted that of 13 food
handler training classes provided in 1997, 9 were conducted in Spanish.
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WRD OF SUPERYISORS, COUNTY OF TURA, STATE OF CALIFORMLA
SUPERVISORS SUSAN KL LACEY, FRAMNK SCHILLO,
KATHY | LONG, JUDY MIKELS AMD JOHM K. FLYMM
Aprid 14, 1998 M B30 5om
215
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AGEMCY - Enmvironmentsl Haalth - Options o the
Vertura County Food Protection Program.
{1 Al boargd members are prasent,
{X] All board membars are prasent sxceft Supsrvisor Fhynn,
{2) The folicwing parsonis) are heard: Qon Ko4pd dng Mg Sailbs

t] The folowing Jocument{s) are submifted to the Board lor consideration:
[} statemant card(s); [ } i

i1 The Bosrd halds 3 publks hasring.

{x} After  disgussion upon motion of Supervisor Licey, secondsd oy
Supsrdsor Long, and duly carmied, e Board necsby approves the
ariached staff recommandations, and sk st to give the Board a copy
of the panding legislation.

(1 Upen matan of Supervisor . seconded DY Supervisor , and
cduty camed, the Board haredy approves  the aftached  staff

recommendation{s) with the following modificathords):

i Upon mothon of Supervisor seconded by
g and duly carried, the Board hareby
comtinues e above stiled matier o .
{ } Supesrvisoris) __ — dlssent-
Ing/abstaining.

{1 Upan moton of Supsrvisor . seconded by
Sisparvinor and duly carried, the Board heraby

{1 Without motion, the Board hRefeby: | | Contnues the above stated matier
ta - . | Haars
ihe attsched presemizticon. | ) Removed e above sisted matter from the
Agends. [ | Receives and fies the afllched.

- Upon moton of Supervisor _ deconded by Suparvisor
and duly carried, the Bosrd hereby approves the

infermational A-g-ndfn attacried,
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Soard of Supervisors
April 14, 1998 [Agenda)

STATEMENT OF MATTER FOR BOARD CONSIDERATION:

Background:

Qn January 6, 1998, 'n adopting the stafi-recommended changes to the Ventura
County Food Protection Program, your Board directed staff to return to the Board with
additianal infarmaticn about aiternatives 1o the staff-recommended Program, as well
as information about fees, workload, public disclosura, and recognition options to
reward complying focd faciities. A staff review and assessment “issue” paper was
arepared and is attached as Artachment 1. Highlights of this issue paper follow.

Workload of Community Servicos Staff:

EHD Community Services inspection staff is currently responsible for the routing
nspaction of 3,666 permitted food facilities as well as 1,298 public swimming
facities, approximately 5,000 facilities in all. In addition, staff is responsible for
responding o citizen complaints, performing plan checks and construction inspections
for new facilities, preparing enforcement actions, attending office violation heanngs.
meating with prospective food facdity operators, providing public information, leading
voluntary food safety training sessions for food handlers, and attending staff training
sessions, Workload indicators based an inspections by type, by inspector, and by
tima pertod are summarized in Table 1A on page 11.

Table 18, on page 12, compares Ventura County's Food Protection Program with
comparable counties in Southem California. As can be seen, our County compares
favarably with other counties with similar programs.

Restaurant Fes Comparison:

Table 2, on page 13, relates Ventura County's Food Protection Program fees 1o fees
of counties in Southemn Califomia with comparakble programs. Our fees are
consistent with and often lower than fees in other, similar counties.

LU gy hareRrsondon 408 Page £



doard of Suparvzors
Aprl 14, 1998 {Agends)

Frotection Program, as adopted by the Board on January 6, 1998, ramains the
preferrad approach at this time

Cptienal Pregram Enhancements:

The goal of the Yentura County Fooa Protection Program is to protect public health
By minirmizing the risk of foodborne iliness as effectively and afficiently as possible.
This involves determining the optimal mix of staffing, inspection frequency, penalties
for non-compliance, food safety training, and public disclosura.

Dptions to expand the axisting Ventura County Food Protection Program include the
following:

[ Mandate food safety training for all food handlers.

> Mandate focd safety training for all food facility managers.
(3 Create a food facility “grading” program of some sort,
Establish alternative public disclosura mathods.

> Estadiish incentives to reward complying foed facilities.

The pros and cons of using each of these sorts of maasures 10 axpand the axisting
wentura County Food Protection Program are discussed in the issue paper.

Each cption would add to tha cost of the existing program. In ganeral, a clear
relationship between implementing some of thasa optional requirements and
achieving increased food safety has not teen clearly demonstrated. Additionally,
there wera no readiy availlable studies which addressed the relatonship of public

disclosure and changes in complianca leveals.

The Board should be aware than none of these enhancements to the Ventura County
Food Protection Program are mandated by the State and would therefore require
ndividual approval by each general purpose government, Any action taken solely by
your Board would take effect only in the unincorporated areas.

L5598 samiboarairAosont 168 Page 4



Board of Supervisors
aprl 14, 1598 [Agenda)

't you have any quéslicns concerning this item, please contacl Donald W HKoepp at

554-28138.

DOMNALD W. KOEFP, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
RMA-ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH DIVISION

Altachments:

Atachment 1 - (s5ua Paper

Table 1A - Workload: Local

Tanle 18 - Worklcad: Compansan with Simifar Counties
Table 2 - Fees: Comparnson with Similar Counties
Table 3A - Health Program Options

Tapla 3B - Fes implications for Options
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING
CPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY

FOOD PROTECTION PROGRAM

On January 6, 1988, your Board directed the Environmental Heatth Division (EHD) to
return 1o the Board with additional infarmation peraimng to the Ventura County Food
Protection Program. Specifically, the Board asked staff to prepare addional
informaticn on the following subjects:

3 Waorkload of Community Services Inspection staff

> Restaurant fee companson

> Additional cptions to the January §, 1998 Board adopted Food
Protection Program anhancemeants

- A recognition program for Food Facilities

WORKLOAD OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STAFF . Tables 14/18, page 11

The 14 inspectors of the EHD Community Services Section are responsible for the
reutine mspection of 3 B66 permitted foed facilities, 1,298 public swimming pocis; and
responding to public complaints concamning food facilities, public swimming poaols.
overflowing seplic systems, trash, fly breeding in horse manura, and other similar
public complaints. Community Services Section staff also perform plan checking and
construction mspections of food facilities and public swimming pools, meel with
prospactive food facility operators, perform precperational inspections, prepare
enforcement cases, attend office hearings, attend training; and staff must be available
0 assist the public during EHD counter times. Additionally, time is required to
respond to ingquires from the public and businesses partaming to food sanitation.

‘With the risk based inspection frequencies adcpted by your Board on January €.
1998, 7,568 routine inspections and 1,968 follow-up inspections of food facilities,
3,245 inspections of public swimming poois and 200 complaint investigations will be
conducted by Community Services Section staff in the next year. Each inspector
must conduct 581 food facility inspections and 232 public swimming pool inspections
annually. If taken in monthly increments, each inspector must conduct 57 food facility
and 19 public swimming pool inspections. Each inspactor is assigned an invenlory of
food facilities and public swimming pools with an average inventory of 282 food
facilities and 93 public swimming pools, ar 355 units, assigned to each ingpector. in
comparison with other Southem California countias, Ventura County's inventory is
sacond highest. Orange County has 358 units assigned to each inspector; San

4838 SamybaarTi T Mooc-opL 21 Page 1
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Aoard of Suparvisars
Apnl 14, 1398 (Agenda)

If you have any questons concerning this itam, piease contact Conaid W, Kaspp at

05o4-2578.

DONALD W, KOEPP, DEPUTY DIRECTOR
RMA-ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH CIVISION

Atachments:

Attachment 1 - |ssue Paper

Table 1A - Workload: Local

Table 18 - Workload: Comparison with Similar Counties
Table 2 - Feaes: Comparison with Simiar Counties
Table 3A - Health Frogram Options

Table 3B - Fee Implications for Options

4:%58 samibaarsirdoodopt 6548



ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FCOD
PROTECTION PROGRAM
Apnal 14, 1998

Sernardiro has 350 units per inspactor; and Santa Barbara and Kerr Caunties have
significantly lower inventorias of 302 and 300, respactively. Finally, it 18 important 1o
note that EFD cames out these responsibilities in the 10 incorporated oities, thus
providing service to all citizens of Yentura County.

RESTAURANT FEE COMPARISON - Table 2, page 12

Results of benchmarking with four other Southem California Counties
reveal that Ventura County restaurant fees were ranked fourth: San
Sernardinro County had the highast average restaurant fee which
exceeded Ventura County's by 5372, Santa Barbara County was second
nighest; Crange County's average rastaurant fee is $41 higher than
Ventura County; and Kern County had the lowest average restaurant fee
which 15 385 lower than Ventura County.

ADDITIONAL OPTIONS PERTAINING TQ THE VENTURA COUNTY

FOCD PROTECTION PROGRAM

Tha opticns for your Beard o consider on Ventura County's Food
Frotection Program ara related to:

- Inspaction frequency

> The staffing required to carry out the astablished
inspection frequency

[ ] Tha associated program costs/revenus
» Cpticnal Program Enhancements-
Mandatory Food Safety Training

arading
Alternative Public Disclosura Meathods

SRR YRR g oo 4 1 Page 2
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FQOD

PROTECTION PROGRAM
Aprii 14, 1998

Table 3A, page 13, represents some options available lo your Board.
The options are described in the narrative that follows:

CPTION 1

Inspection frequency would ba rolled back to praviously sel rate of twe
limes per year. This option does not address the risk associated with
varying types of food facilities, amount of food preparation, or potentially
hazardous foods being prepared. There would be no reciassification of
food facilities into risk categones and therelore no corresponding
increasa or decrease in feas. Staffing levels and fees would be returned
o levals prior to January 6, 1958,

COPFTION 1A

Emphasis would be placed on inspections of restauranis where there is
a graater nsk of foodborne iiness whila inspecticns of other typas of
food facilities would be reduced. Fee adjusiments would be made
based on reduced or increased inspection frequency. Slaffing luveis
and fees would be retumed to levels pnor to January 6 1998

OFTION 2:

This is the option approved by the Board on January 6, 1998. This
oplion was proposed to the Board in November 1926 to enhance public
health protection, maximize the usa of available résourcas, and Improve
equity in the feas charged to the retail food industry. It includes the
following: expansion of categones of food facilities based on rigk of
‘oodbome iliness, tiering of fees based on nsk levei, provide
comasponding level of inspection frequancy, implemantation of a food
safety Hazard Anaiysis Critical Contral Point {HACCP) Program, and
expanded training of food handlers. This proposal calis for fea
recuctions for those facilities that have a lesser risk of causing
foodborna iliness and therefore would be inspected less frequently. The

455 samibagndt Soon-ooL B | F‘age 3
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY EOOQD
FROTECTION PROGRAM
Apri 14, 1998

fee ncreases wouid be applied to those food facilities with increased
nsk of causing fooaborne diress and the increase in inspection

‘requency to address this risk.

In the restaurant categery, 61% of the facilities will have a minor
ncrease or a decreasa n fees; 8% will pay a fee increase for
additional services that require additional inspection fime, such as a bar
21% will have fea increases necessary to achieve full cost recovery. |n
the marke! category, 51% of the facilittes will hava no increase or a
decreasa in fees, 31% will pay a fea increase for additional servicas that
require additional inspection tima, and 16% will have fea increases

necessary to achieve full cosl recovery.

CPTION 3

This option is based on Stata of California, Department of Heaith
Services (DHS) recommended frequencies. The DHS Environmental
Planning and Local Health Servicas Branch conducted a review of the
Yentura County Environmental Health Qivision in March 1988, The DHS
recommended the addition of saven inspector positions to the existing
10 inspectors in arder t0 raise inspection frequencies fo an accaptable
level. Since 1989, 3 inspector positions have beean added to the food
protection program, while the inventory of food facilties has increased
by over 700. Using the current food facility inventory in conjunction with
tha State's recommended frequency, 5 additional nspector pesitions
would need to be added to the Board's action of January 6, 1988. The
costs would be distributed to all food facilities resulting in a fee increase

of approximatedy $87 per facility.
OPTICN 4:

This option uses Lha inspaction frequency of Los Angeles and San
Ciego Counties, which “grade” food facilities. Mandatory Food Facility
Manager training is required in Los Angeles County 5o that one certified
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TQO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOOD
PROTECTION PROGRAM
April 14, 1958

food nandler s always present during hours of operation. San Diego
County reguires all food handlers be trained. Inspecton frequency is
mcreased to maintain the "accuracy” of the "grades®. This option would
require an increased inspection frequency and would result in the need
for 5 more Inspeciors in Ventura County. The costs associated with this
increased inspection freguency would be distributed to all food facilities
resulting in 8 fee increase of approximately $108 per facility.

OPTIONAL PROGRAM ENHANCEMENTS

The Beard shouid be aware that inclusion of any of the following enhancements o
the Ventura County Food Protection Program in a county ordinance does not mean
food tacilities will be subject to these requirements countywide. Current State law
would reguire adoption of an ordinance by each City Council to establish these
requiremenis. The State Legislature is also looking at these issues. Senate Eill
17B3, introduced by Senator Walson, would requira that the State Depantrnent of
Health Senvices, in consultation with local Envirohmental Heslth Directors and
industry, develop standards in safe food handling practices and develo: a written test
to verify knowledge of basic food safaty. [t is likely that thesa issues will ba resclved
n the legislative process this year, by the mandate of some mix of additional heaith
orogram enhancements that would apply Statewide.

Mandatory Food Safety Training

Food Safety Training sessions could be required 1o be completed
requiarly, perhaps once every 2 years. For the purposes of this report,
the assumption is made that EHD would provide the training initiaity for
the first two-year period. The figures shown in Table 3A [page 13) and
38 (page 14), do not address turnover in food handlers or managers,
which would further increase the cost,

Traning All Food Handlers

Even with a two-year process, it would be chailenging to provide
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOOD

PROTECTICN PROGRAM
Agril 14, 1398

traming, testing, and certfication to the astimated 30,000 food handlers
in Ventura County,  This would necessitate 400 food handler traiming
s8550ns be conducted per yaar with 328 fcod handlers in attendance at
zach session. For estimated cost purposes, it is assumed EHD would
affer two 4-hour sessions per day, 200 davs per year, Two additional
Environmental Haalth Speciaiist (EH3) IV positions will ba required '
provide and maintain this level of training. The astimated cost would ba
3204,000/year. The cost for each food handler would be approximalely
314 (5204 000 + 15.000). These types of classes are offered by the
Calfornia Restaurant Association in Los Angeles also at a cost of 539
(member) or 359 (non-member). It is likely that community colleges and
private businesses could also provide training, and testing, out
development of axams, requirements for instructors, and certification
would remain with EHD. It is possible the actual cost of mandatory food
handler food safety training for businessas could be significantly higher
than shown in this prehiminary cost analysis.

Tramning F Facility Mana

This also assumes a two year process o certify the estimated 6 200
food faclity managers in Ventura County. This would necessitate 210
“pod Facility Manager training sessions per year. EHD is assuming to
offer one B-hour session per day, 210 days per year. Tha cost will ba
§78.000. The cost for each food facility manager would be
approximataly 325. Thesae types of classes are also cumently offered by
the California Restaurant Association in Los Angelas at a cost of 355
\member) to $160 {non-member).

“Grading”

The costs associated with "grading” (i 8., sconng, grading, and training food handlars)
melude an estimated data management system cost of 584,000 start-up and 380,000

annual mantenance fee. This data management system provides a list of viclations
for sach facility, can show tha pattern of violations for each facility, and a list of

Page B
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOOD

PROTECTION PROGRAM
April 14, 1958

viglations that were aver cited for aach facility owned by that entity. An estimated
335,000 is nreeded annualy for administrative costs including signs, forms, supplies.
certificates, meeling rooms, and data entry support,

While there is some public recognition of "grading” of food facilities, there are many
elemants of a "grading” program that need consideration;

State law does not mandate "grading” of food facilities.

State law requires counties thal have a local “grading” ordinance to
have each city within the county adopt an ordinance to establish
grading. Even if the Board of Supervisors were to adopt an ordinance
eslablishing "grading” it would only apply to food facilities in the county
unincorporated areas. EHD records show that of the 3 666 food
faciities there are 108 food faciities in the county unincorporated area
that would be subject to "grading”.

Thera are only three counties in California that have soma type of
"grading” system: San Diege, Riverside, and Los Angeles. All cities
within San Diego County have adopted a "grading™ ordinance, two cities
of 26 incorporated citias within Riverside County have not adopted the
posting and “grading” requirement, and only county unincorparated
areas of Los Angeles County are "graded”.

"Grading” of food facilities does not correspond to letler grades received
in school, where anything above an "F" is considered passing. in food
facilities, the only passing "grade” is an "A". This use of letter "grades”
may ba confusing to the public and may actually impan a false sense of
security.

Tha latter "grade” is based on conditions at the time of inspaction; ERHD
cannot insure that a food facility is operating at an "A" lavel between
inspections.

498 3amyboansity Tood-ooLa Fage 7
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOOD
PROTECTION PROGRAM
Aprt 14, 15998

n There are na studies which demonstrate an ncreasa in compliance or
improved public health protection by “grading” food faciities,

u United States Public Haalth Service and the Food and Drug
Adrministration do not recommend grading 'n the 1997 Model Food
Code.

ALTERNATIVE PUBLIC DISCLOSURE METHODS

The fellowing are options to "grading” that can be considered (o provide the public
with currant information as to the compliance status of the food facidty. Some
alternativas of evaluation may require "local governing body approval® and thus tha
cities may need to adopt ardinances prescrbing any of the following:

> Requira posting of inspaction report or vioiation histary checklist
> Publish summaries of recant inspection reports on a weekly basis

> Putlish or require posting of court actions or other enforcement act ons
taken against a food facility

> Require immediate posting of a score at the facility by the inspectar
following inspection

» Pubiish most recant inspection score, as determined by computer
program, on a weekly basis

»  Require posting of an averaga score of the |ast 2 inspections

ELEMENTS OF AN INCENTIVE PROGRAM

in order to offer soma type of incentive to food facilities that are substantially in
compliance with applicable codes, the following elements must be in place within
each food facility:

L5 samvboaer i Sod-ooL a | Page 3
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOQD
PROTECTION PROGRAM :

Apnl 14, 1968
1, A rating system must have been used during inspections.
2, The tarm, "substantially in compliance” must ba given a numencal value,

for example: less than 3 food handling viclations or a rating of 35%.

3. The aperation df the food facility must have been "substantially in
compliance” for a set pericd of time, for axample. the last three routine
inspactions.

4. The food facility must have operated with a valid health permit to
operate (no penaities or late payments) throughout the ime period
nvulved in determining substantial compliance.

5. The entire food handling staff of the food facility must have recaived
food safety training and have a cerificate of completon from the
certified training agent.

The idea of an incantive program can be two-fold: first, o provide a
positive reinforcement tool to the food facility cperator; and second, to
publicly recognize those food facilities which have consistently
maintained exceptionally high sanitary and operational slandards,
thereby assuring the maxmum protection of the public’s health and
safety.

in the January 8, 1998 ordinance and resolution a non-compliance fee
was eslablished. This fee will be charged to those facillties that require
additional inspections to determnina that compliance has been met It is
charged directly to the facility invoived to offset staff time spent at the
facility. Therefore, the base fee for facilities maintaining compliance
remaing the same.

M is suggested that a program of this type be developed through
coordination with the retail food industry.

858 sam/boarcie food-opta” FPage 9
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ISSUE PAPER DISCUSSING OPTIONS TO THE VENTURA COUNTY FOOD

PROTECTION PROGRAM
April 14, 1998

SUMMARY:

The Food Frotection Program modifications approved Dy your Board on January 8,
1998 anabled EHD fo enhance public health protection, maxirmize the use of avanable
resources, and improve equity in the fees charged to the retal food industry
Changing inspection frequencies as detailed in this issue paper wilf not provide the
same balance. While mandatary food safety training and public disclosure have
merit, until Statewide uniformity and application of these ideas is achiaved, the costs
of initiating these programs locally appear to outweigh the benefits that may be

defved.
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TABLE 14

WORKLOAD OF COMMUNITY SERVICES STAFF *

FOOD FACILITIES | PUBLIC SWIMMING | TOTALS
POOLS

TOTAL INVENTORY
INVENTORY PER

INSPECTOR

INSPECTIONS N
Rouline 7,569 2,596 10,165
Follow-up 1,968 _ 645 2613
Total 9,537 [ 3,241 12,778

ANNUAL 681 ,' 232 N

INSPECTIONS PER

INSPECTOR

MONTHLY i

INSPECTIONS PER 57 19 76

INSPECTOR

" This analysis does NOT include other daily activities as detailed on page 1 of
Attachment 1.
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